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the testimony of the slate’s star wit- 
ness, 1 ti i y naymond Russo. lie ^•..u 
lie fete this was unnecessary because 
lie was a member of a three-judge 
panel before which Russo testified in n 
preliminary hearing prior to tho trial. 

Asked if lie were awnro of changes 
in Russo’s testimony between the 19G7 
hearing and tho 10G9 trial, he said lie 
knew of them ‘'through other media” 
but had no detailed knowledge of them. 

Judge O’Hara said ho read the open- ; 
ing and closing arguments by Garrison 
but not the rebuttal argument by chief 
prosecutor Alcoelc, now a fellow Crim- 
inal District Court judge. 

THE JUDGE SAID he felt it was 
unnecessary to read the entire trans- 
cript of the conspiracy trial before 
ruling in the perjury case. 

The second witness, Jones, identified 
himself , as bookkeeper in Garrison’s 
office. 

* * RUSCt), ON WHOSE testimony most 
of the conspiracy case rested, was 
still walling to testify in the current 
hearing. 

Criminal District Judge j 
Malcolm V. O’Hara was the 
first witness today in the third ' 
day of a federal court hearing ; 
in which Clay L. Shaw seeks 
dismissal of perjury charges! 

^gainst him/ • . 

Tiiei charges were brought 
by District Attorney Jim. Gar? 
rison,' who claims Shaw died 
when lie testified on his* own. 
behalf in his I960 trial on 
charges of conspiring to kilt| 

President John F. Kennedy. 

Judge O’Hara is scheduled, 
to preside at the perjury trial, 1 
•if it is ever held. Judge Chris-! 

’tenberry has enjoined that! 
trial from proceeding until the, 
current hearing i3 over. ' 

i. F. Irvin Dymond, a Shaw] 
attorney, questioned Judge 
O’Hara. Here is the text of 
the testimony: ' 

■. DYMOND BEGAN by ques- 
tioning whether O’Hara was 
fully familiar with all the evi- 
dence in the first Shaw trial 


motion to kill the perjury pro- 

j:.. ~ 

Q. There was a motion to 
quash the second bill of infor- 
mation, when was that filed? 

A. May 14, I960. 

Q. Is it not a fact that the 
motion to quash was over- 
ruled on Dc<\ 14. 1969? Was 
that in any Way due to delay- 
ing efforts by (lie defense? 

A. I believe the proceedings 
were extensively delayed due; 
to Jim Garrison’s inability to 
appear in court. (Garrison 
lias been ill for almost a 
year.) 

Q. Did you deliver any ver- 
bal or written ruling on your 
decision to overrule the de- 
fense motion? | 

A. No I did not. 

Q. Did you read the entire! 
transcript of the Clay Shaw 
conspiracy trial? i 

A. No, I did not. j 

Q. Did you read the entire 
testimony in that trial given, 
by Perry Raymond Russo? 

A. No I did not. I felt I was 
aware of Russo’s testimony 
from having been a member 1 
of a three-judge panel which j 
held a preliminary hearing in 
the case. 

Q. .Were you aware of 
changes in Russo’s testimony? 

A. I was aware that 
changes had taken place 
through other media. 

Q. But you did not have de- 
tailed knowledge of these, 
changes? 

A. No I did not. 

Q. Did you read Jim Garri- 
son’s opening argument? 

A. Yes I did. , 

Q. Did you read Jim Garri- 
son’s closing argument? 

A. Yes I did. 

Q. Did you read the entire . 
transcript of Assistant District . 
Attorney James Alcock’s . re- 1 
butlai argument? 

A. No I did noi, It was not 
available. 

Q. Was the entire transcript 
of the trial available to you? 

A. No it was not. 

Q. Did the defense ask to 
have the entire transcript 


A. Yes they did. 

Q Did the stale of T.c::!. ? 
ana (the D.A.’s office) oppose 
having the full transcript 
made available to you as 
being not necessary? 

A. Yes they did. ' 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that at the, 
hearing you limited the testi-' 
niony of Jim Garrison to. only | 
identifying his opening slate-' 
ment? 

A. Yes I did. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that you 
limited James Alcock to only 
identifying his opening state- 
ment? 

A. Yes I did. I remember 
telling both sides that I would 
limit their testimony to only 
what I consider to he relevant, 
to the matter at hand. 

At this point First Assistant! 
District Attorney John Volz 
began his cross examination. 

Q. Judge O'Hara, did you 
testify that you presided at a 
three-judge preliminary hear- 
ing in the matter of Clay 
Shaw? 

A. I did. 

Q. Did that court find rea- 
son to hold Clay Shaw for 
trial? • I 

At this point a discussion en-! 
sued and it was agreed that! 
the three-judge hearing found 1 
cause to hind Shaw over for 
further hearings. 

Judge Christenberry then 
ci s k e d if "the three-judge 
court Knew the district attor- 
ney had only one witness 
against Shaw.” 

VOLZ ROSE to say, “Your 
honor, there were more than 
one witness, there were four 
or five.” . • . 

Judge Christenberry asked- 
was “Vernon Bundy one of 
them?” 

He was told that Bundy was! 
one of the original witnesses: 
against Shaw. Prior testimony- 
in the current hearing had at- 
tempted to discredit Bundy’s 
competence as a witness. 

Volz asked Judge O’Hara 
the reason he allowed Garri- 
son’s tesliony to be limited. 

The judge replied he thought 


area of throughly inadmissa- 
Hlr” evident 

VOLZ ASKED if lie thought 
he could judge whether it 
would be necessary to read! 
the entire- transcript of Shaw’s; 
1969 trial. I 

“Had I thought it had direct 
or related connection to the 
perjury charge, I would 
have,” the judge replied. 

Daniel Jones, a bookkeeper 
on Garrison’s staff, was the 
next witness called. 

In response to questions by 
Edward Wegmann, a Shaw at- 
torney, Jones said he has 
been a member of the district 
attorney’s staff for the past 21 
years and lias kept accounts 
which were used to finance 
Garrison’s assassination in- 
vestigation. 

WHEN WEGMANN .asked 
fo tlie total amount received 
by the DA’s office for use in 
connection with the Kennedy 
murder probe, Jones an- 
swered that $99,400.90 was the 
correct amount. 

Q. Do you know if a sub- 
stantial amount was used in 
connection with Ih einvestiga- 
tion, arrest and prosecution of 
Clay L. Shaw. 

A. In my mind all of it was 
used for tho investigation. 

Wegmann then asked Jones 
if the $99,408 figure covered | 
(lie cost of the $haw trial. 

Jones replied “No, these 
costs were paid from the usu-’ ! 
at fines and fees accounts in 
the district attorney’s office.”, 

QUESTIONED about the 
“Smith Case,” Jones said that 
was the name given. Garri- 
son’s assassination probe in 
the beginning. 

Volz then told the court that 
the Smith Case was used only 
,at tho beginning of the probe 
and “the name Smith was- 
never used in place of the) 
name of Mr. Shaw.” 

Judge Christenberry said: 
"As far as I’m concerned it 
is all one.” 

Concerning donations to the 
probe fund from Gov. John J. 


Tnvrvciiiujn,- uoncs. saiq mat as 
he recalled a $5,000 check from 
a special account m mo gov- 
ernor’s office was one of those 
used in tho probe. 

Wegmann continued to 
question Jones. 

Q: The next series of items 
show travel funds. 

A: That is correct. 

B: Then this next item 
shows advances to Jim Garri- 
son in the amount of $15,720. 

A: That is correct.' It re- 
flects funds given to Louis 
Ivon by Garrison for deposit 
in Uic J. G. Safi fund. 

Q: Was this money trans- 
ferred by casli or check? 

A: Both. 

Q: The next item shows ad- 
vances by Jim Garrison, in- 
cluding a number of disburse- 
ments to and from the Jim 
Garrison campaign fund. 

A: Yes. 

Q: There are also a number 
of expense paynients to Wil- 
liam Boxley. Who was Wil-i 
liam Boxley? 

A: He was an investigator J 
I don’t know. 

Q: Is that (he same William, 
Boxley who Mr. Garrison! 
yesterday identified as a CIA I 
I agent who penetrated the dis- 
1 irict attorney’s office and then 
was turned into a double • 
agent? • j 

A: That may be. I don’t' 
know. 

Q: The next, item of dis- 
bursement shows guard serv- 
ice 1 of $572.52. What was that ! 
for? 1 

A: I understand the guards 
were placed around the honi^ 
1 of Jim Garrison* during the | 
probe. 1 

Q. Don’t your records show,' 
that the money was paid toj 
Isaac and Vincent and New i 
Orleans Private Palrol? j 
A. There was money paid , 
to those guard services. 

Q. The next item is $8,102.68 : 
for investigative expenses. 

A. That wou’d be a multi- 
tude of investigative expenses 
all during the period of the 
probe. 


y. Tnoso Tunds were paid 
to members of the DA’s staff 7 
/v. Ves Sir. 

Q. Which members of the 
staff made numerous trios? 

A. That would include Wil- 
liam Boxley, Jerry Sanders, 
Steve Jaffe, William Martin, 
Andrew Sciambra, James Al- 
cock and a category called 
‘others.’ * j 

Q. Let’s look at a tri n ad-: 
vancc expense sheet submit- 
ted by Andrew Sciambra to 
see if it is typical. It lists 
trips to Clinton and Jackson, 
La., 000 miles, $80, lodging, 
$G0, meals, $15, emergency ex- 
pense, $50 and other items 
amounts to $286. 

A. Weil it’s not really typi- 
cal because it is a sheet sub- 
mitted in advance. 

Q. What is an emergency 
exoense? ! 

A. I understood liiat was for 
anything not allowable under, 
normal procedures. ' 

Jones went on to explain 
that emergency expense could 
include something as minor as 
meals or something as large 
as a major expense. * 

Q. Don’t your record show 
you paid Mr. Sciambra on the’ 
basis of this estimated ex-' 
pense account? Right? . 
Ai Yes, I gave him a check. 
Q. During the trial of the 
Sh*w c^s-TPcy cas?, w’Tft’i”! 
a substantial number of wit-' 
nesses brought to New Or- 
leans from Dallas and other 
areas and given board and 
lodging? Wasn’t that paid 
from these funds? 

A. No sir, that was from 
the fines' and fees account. 

Q. Well prior to the begin- 
ning of the trial many witness- 
es were bvought to New Or- 
leans from out of town. 
Weren’t these expenses paid 
from those funds? 

A. There were some wit-! 
nesses' whose expenses were 
paid, but I don’t know exactly 
what those were for. Some 
witnesses expenses were paid 
from fines and fees, but I 
don’t know what these were 
for. 


Judge Christenberry then 

asked "Do 

cr lor Mr. Gurvich’s trip to 
Las Vegas when he brought 
Mr. Garrison a brown sport 
shirt and six bullets?” 

Jones replied that Gurvich’s 
trip was accounted for in the 
vouchers. 

Q. Do you administer the 
fines and fees account? | 
A. Yes sir. 

Q. Can you tell <me the 
amount paid from the begin- 
ning of the probe in 19G7 to 
the end of the trial in I9C9 
that was paid from fines and 
fees? 

A. From memory I’d say 
from $45,000 to $50,000. 

Q. That’s in addition to the 
$99,000? * 

A. No. That would be sub- 
tracted from (he total. Per-, 
baps $25,000 or $30,000 should : 
be subtracted from the total. 

In the last testimony before 
a 10-minute recess shortly aft- 
er noon, Wegmann asked 
Jones about a check for $345 
made out to Steven R. Plot- 
kin. 

“What did that cover?” 
[Wegmann asked. 

JONES REPLIED that the 
check covered tile rental of 
David Feme’s Louisiana Ave- 
nue Parkway apartment for 
July, August and September 
of 1967. 

Jones read a letter from' 
Plotkin to Garrison in which 
Plotkin told the DA he had 
spoken witli City Councilman 
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Eddie, L. Sapir, Feme’s land- 
lord. Feme’s rent was in ar- 
rears. 

Q. When did the district at- 
torney’s office take possession 
of Ferrie’s apartment? 

A. I don’t know. 

Wegmann then told Jones 
that Garrison had advanced 
the fund more than $15,000 for 
investigation expenses. He. 
asked if the DA had ever been 
repaid the money. 

“Not to my knowledge,” an-' 
swered Jones. 

ASKED WEGMANN: “Was 
there an obligation on the part 
of the city or the state to pay 
back this money?” 

“I don’t ’know,” replied 
Jones. 

Jones told Christenberry that 
one account was named J. G. 
Safi. The name, he said, 
stood for “Jim Garrison Spe- 
cial Account for Investiga- 
tion.” 

Q. When was the J. G. Safij 
account established? 

. A t< In March, 1967. 

Q. Is it still open? 

•. A. Yes it is. 

Q. What is the amount now 
in it? 

A. Four hundred and seme 
dollars. \ y: . 

Q. What is the date of* the : 
last activity which occurred 1 
relating to the account? ( 
A. August, 1969. 

Wegmann then contended 
that since Shaw’s acquittal on 
the conspiracy charge in 1969 
the J. G. Safi account has ! 
been used only intermittent- \ 
ly and for small amounts. 

WEGMANN asked Jones if f 
he ever secured a ruling from 
the Internal Revenue Service i 
that the account was a. tax- j 
exempt fund. 

“I don’t know,” Jones an- 
swered. “I merely set up an 
expense fund, not a corpora- 
tion.” 

Under questioning by Al- I 


lord, Jones stated" that the ; 
fines and fees account in the 
DA’s office includes only of- 
ficial money from bond for- 
feitures and Bines. . 

JONES ALSO said that 
about $25,000 of the $99,483 
came from the fines and fees 
account. 

He added that the city au- 
dits the fines and fees ac- 
counts annually. 

> Jones also said documenta- 
tion of the Garrison investi- 
gation expenses have been 
turned over to Shaw’s attor- 
neys, except for actual re- 
ceipts for hotels and airline 
tickets. 

JONES SAID some money 
in the accounts was provided 
by campaign contributions 
for Jim Garrison’s re-election 
in 1989. 

Alford took up the cross ex- 
amination of Jones. 

Q. Mr. Jones have we 
turned everything over to the 
defense except for motel bills 
and similar vouchers? 

An argument followed as to 
whether everything had been 
turned over to Shaw’s attor- 
neys and Judge Christenberry 
said the question might not be 
important as it had been prov- 
en that it would have been 
easy to divert some of the 
privately given ftmd s to a 
purpose other than what was 
intended. 

Volz and Alford took excep- 
tion, saying that no misuse 
of funds had been proven. 

JUDGE Christenberry re- 
marked, “I was merely stat- 
ing what was possible.” 

? ■■ Alford resumed the cross- 
examination of Jones, 

. ; Q. Why weren’t these' motel 
bills turned over? 

A. There were many, many 
small bills. I photostated as 
many as I could, we have all 
the receipts. 

Q. They are very volumi- 


nous? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Has Mr. Garrison given 
you any instructions regard- 
ing the records? 

A. He has told me to give 
Mr. Shaw’s attorneys every- 
thing they ask for. 

Wegmann then asked one 
question. 

Q. In your years with Mr. 
Garrison have you ever hand- 
led any account like the J. G. 
Safi account. 

A. No sir. 

Alford then fired back with 
one last question of his own. 

Q. Have you ever been con- 
nected with any other office 
that investigated the death of 
a president? 

A. No sir. 



